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Sir: 

Appellants submit this Reply Brief for consideration of the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences (the "Board") in response to the Examiner's Answer dated June 25, 2009 and in 
support of their appeal of the Advisory Action dated January 5, 2009 and the Final Rejection 
dated August 13, 2008. Appellants respectfully reassert each of the arguments asserted in 
Appellants' Brief dated March 16, 2009, and provide herein only a rebuttal of arguments raised 
in the Examiner's Answer. 

No fee is believed required. If any fee is required at this time, the Assistant 
Commissioner is authorized to charge payment of the same to Deposit Account No. 50-0552. 
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ARGUMENTS 

The following additional remarks are submitted for consideration by the Board under 
37 CFR §41.41. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 16, 17, 22 to 25 and 28 were rejected under § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 5,490,191 to Christiansen et al (hereinafter "Christiansen"). 

The dispute to date has been on the language of securing and clamping, and the claim 
language clearly recites this language. 

As previously discussed, Christiansen fails to teach or disclose "longitudinal clamping or 
securing." Christiansen clearly discloses "allowable movement" of the fuel rods and clearly 
teaches of lateral restraint but not longitudinal securing or clamping. 

Furthermore, the Examiner asserts that claim 24 is "replete with statements of intended 
use or desired use." However, claim 24 specifically recites components that "longitudinally 
clamp" which is clearly not an intended use, but rather the actual interrelation of the components 
with the longitudinal ends. 

These are additional reasons why the Examiner's rejection of claims 16, 17, 22 to 25 and 
28 should be reversed. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that the application is in condition for allowance. Favorable 
consideration of this Reply Brief is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DAVIDSON, DAVIDSON & KAPPEL, LLC 
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